I am co author on a review of reviews on location of care in elderly led by Laura Boland that is cited ref. #16. I am co author of a recently published review :Choosing between staying at home or moving: A systematic review of factors influencing housing decisions among frail older adults. Roy N, Dubé R, Després C, Freitas A, Légaré F. PLoS One. 2018 Jan 2;13(1):e0189266. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0189266. eCollection 2018. Review.
REVIEW RETURNED
11- Mar-2018 GENERAL COMMENTS this is a protocol for a systematic review of qualitative studies on all factors influencing the decision making process of old people.
comments and suggestions include: the authors are using ENTREQ a reporting guidelines for qualitative studies 1) abstract: indicate inclusion criteria ; remove the following: "... that do not comply with exclusion criteria will be included." 2) key messages: improving knowledge is valuable but not enough; the authors should add our the review results will inform future action; should remove the 4th key message which is not original as this is usual for a review 3) introduction: remove the detailed definition of main concepts and move under methods / inclusion criteria; this would reduce the lengthy introduction and would enrich the methods section 4) there are 4 research questions; this is a lot; not sure that the 4th research question can be addressed with a qualitative systematic review; it will require to "measure" historical trends in published studies 5) the methods section would gain from respecting the structure of ENTREQ: -inclusion criteria are not clear; number (1) 
GENERAL COMMENTS
The study protocol has a logical structure and there is a clear statement of the issue and the purpose of the study. Two major concepts are addressed within the current study, "elderly person" and "participation in decision making", which both have been concerned in health care policies agendas and the literature. The research question of the study is interesting and insightful once the decision on elderly location and who participates in such a decision has a great impact on the quality of the receiving services and life for this population group. In my opinion, the study protocol has implications and adds to the literature. the authors are using ENTREQ a reporting guidelines for qualitative studies 1) abstract: indicate inclusion criteria ; remove the following: "... that do not comply with exclusion criteria will be included."
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
-Following the recommendations of the reviewer 1: the inclusion criteria have been added and the phrase: "... that do not comply with exclusion criteria will be included", has been removed. (Page: 2)
2) key messages: improving knowledge is valuable but not enough; the authors should add our the review results will inform future action; should remove the 4th key message which is not original as this is usual for a review -As recommended by the reviewer 1, information about "future actions" has been added and the 4th key message has been removed. (Page:3)
3) introduction: remove the detailed definition of main concepts and move under methods / inclusion criteria; this would reduce the lengthy introduction and would enrich the methods section -Following the recommendations of the reviewer 1, the definitions of main concepts have been relocated in the section of methods / eligibility criteria. This information has been placed in this place to serve as an explanatory framework for the inclusion and exclusion criteria explained below.(Page: 4) (Because the position of the definition of main concepts has changed, it has been decided to add a phrase to introduce the inclusion and exclusion criteria.) (Page: 10)
The order of the bibliographical references indicated in yellow has been modified due to the change of position of the definitions of main concepts and the incorporation of a new bibliographic reference (PRISMA-P checklist).
4) there are 4 research questions; this is a lot; not sure that the 4th research question can be addressed with a qualitative systematic review; it will require to "measure" historical trends in published studies -After considering the comments of the reviewer 1 regarding the number of research questions, and taking into account her recommendations in relation to the fourth research question, it has been eliminated. Obtaining, thus, accessible questions according to the design of the study. (Page: 4) 5) the methods section would gain from respecting the structure of ENTREQ:
-After reviewing the section on methods point by point, the authors consider that the subsections shown are clear, logical and understandable. So it is not considered necessary to develop the method sections according to the same ENTREQ structure, since this would suppose a greater fragmentation of the text, and in our opinion, a worse understanding on the part of the reader. In addition, the authors strongly believe that our protocol generally follows a logical structure, as commented by reviewer 2.
-inclusion criteria are not clear; number (1) is not clear; why not using the PICO the authors refer to in the introduction; not clear why so many exclusion criteria (?) modify papers for studies -After considering and evaluating the comments of the reviewer 1 about our inclusion and exclusion criteria, the authors have decided to add their recommendations to our section of eligibility criteria:
Both the inclusion criteria and the exclusion criteria have been structured into thematic criteria and methodological criteria. The thematic criteria have been structured using the PICo (Population, Phenomena of Interest and Context) that we defined in the introduction, thus changing the order of the inclusion criteria to adjust them to this structure. (Page: 10) Thus, the "Population" and the "Phenomena of Interest" correspond to inclusion criteria 1 and 2 respectively. While the "Context" corresponds to all thematic exclusion criteria, except for the exclusion criterion 1 (former exclusion criterion 3), which refers to one of the definitions of main concepts previously explained. (Page: 10)
In addition, inclusion criterion 2 (former inclusion criterion 1) has been simplified, for greater clarity and understanding on the part of the reader. (Page: 10)
Finally, responding to the comment of the reviewer 1 on the number of exclusion criteria, these have been developed thanks to previous searches, in which we have seen those types of studies and research topics that did not provide useful information for our research objective. That is why the authors of the review decided to specify in detail the exclusion criteria that would be taken into account in our review. However, the authors, following the recommendations of the reviewer 1, have decided to eliminate the former exclusion criteria 1 and 2, thus reducing the number of criteria, and at the same time, simplifying, clarifying and improving the understanding of the eligibility criteria . (Page: 10)
-Following the recommendations of the reviewer 1, the word "papers" has been replaced by "studies" in the eligibility criteria section. (Page: 10)
-qualitative studies and mixed methods studies will be included; what will the authors do with the quantitative portion of the mixed methods studies?
-The quantitative portion of the mixed methods studies will not be taken into account. Only the qualitative components of the research will be included and analyzed. In addition, in cases where it is not possible to distinguish if the results were obtained by qualitative or qualitative methods, the studies will be excluded. (Page: 10) -Data sources: given the topic, would AgeLine, ERIC databases be useful? in our recently published review, Choosing between staying at home or moving: A systematic review of factors influencing housing decisions among frail older adults. Roy N, Dubé R, Després C, Freitas A, Légaré F. PLoS One. 2018 Jan 2;13(1):e0189266. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0189266. eCollection 2018. Review., we found studies in these databases.
-We strongly appreciate the recommendations, but the authors of the review consider that the five databases chosen are sufficient to respond to the objective of the study. These databases correspond to different disciplines (psychology, nursing and allies of health, among others), what we find very interesting and useful for the purpose of our research. However, we appreciate the recommendation and information, which will be taken into account for future researchs related to this field of research.
(Page: 5)
-the limitation of language should be explained; for example, languages spoken by team members -Following the recommendations of the reviewer 1, the language limitation has been explained (because they are the languages spoken by the authors of the systematic review). (Page: 10) -extracting data: i understand that the authors will use a "grounded theory" approach; thus a more inductive way to analyse data; it would have been useful for the reader of the protocol if there had been some a priori framework informing data extraction -The authors have added a phrase to make it clear that the method that will be used to synthesize the qualitative evidence will only be Constant Comparative Method. It has been considered convenient to make this assessment to reply to one of the comments of the reviewer 1. The study protocol has a logical structure and there is a clear statement of the issue and the purpose of the study. Two major concepts are addressed within the current study, "elderly person" and "participation in decision making", which both have been concerned in health care policies agendas and the literature. The research question of the study is interesting and insightful once the decision on elderly location and who participates in such a decision has a great impact on the quality of the receiving services and life for this population group. In my opinion, the study protocol has implications and adds to the literature.
-We appreciate your useful and kind comments.
